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TO GIVE EFFEOT TO THE INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION 
FOR THE HIGH SEAS FISHERIES OF THE NORTH 
PACIFIC 


TUESDAY, JULY 13, 1954 


Hovse oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE MercHANT MaRINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., Hon. Thor C. 
Tollefson (chairman) presiding for consideration of H. R. 9786. 
(11. R. 9786 and the reports thereon are as follows:) 


[H. R. 9786, 88d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To give effect to the International Convention for the High Seas Fisheries of the 
North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo, May 9, 1952, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
“North Pacific Fisheries Act of 1954.” 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act, the term— 

(a) “Convention” means the International Convention for the High Seas 
Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean with a Protocol relating thereto signed 
at Tokyo, May 9, 1952; 

(b) “Commission” means the International North Pacific Fisheries Com- 
mission provided for by Article II of the Convention ; 

(c) “United States Section” means the United States Commissioners to the 
Commission ; 

(d) “Convention area’ means all waters, other than territorial waters, of 
the North Pacific Ocean which for the purposes of this Act shall include the 
adjacent seas; and 

(e) “fishing vessel’ means any vessel engaged in catching fish or processing 
or transporting fish loaded on the high seas, or any vessel outfitted for such 
activities. 

Sec. 3. The United States shall be represented on the Commission by not 
more than four Commissioners to be appointed by the President, to serve as 
such during his pleasure, and to receive no compensation for their services as 
Commissioners. Of such Commissioners— 

(a) one shall be an official of the United States Government; and 
(b) each of the others shall be a person residing in a State or Territory, 
the residents of which maintain a substantial fishery in the Convention area. 

Sec. 4. (a) The United States Section shall appoint an advisory committee 
composed of not less than five or more than twenty members and shall fix the 
terms of office thereof, such members to be selected both from the various 
groups participating in the fisheries covered by the Convention and from the 
fishery agencies of the States or Territories, the residents of which maintain a 
substantial fishery in the Convention area. 

(b) Any or all members of the advisory committee may attend all sessions 
of the Commission except executive sessions. 

(c) The advisory committee shall be invited to all non-executive meetings 
of the United States Section and at such meetings shall be granted opportunity 
to examine and to be heard on all proposed programs of study and investiga- 
tion, reports, and recommendations of the United States Section. 

(d) The members of the advisory committee shall receive no compensation 
for their services as such members. On approval by the United States Section, 
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not more than three members of the committee, designated by the committee, 


e paid for transport expenses and per diem incident to attendance at 
~ ( Til s i »T e | ni ed states Section 
§ - United States Commissioner appointed 
I nt f ( ns (a I 1 member of the advisory committee appointed 
ection + (a) 1 not be considered as service or employment 
bringin, ich individual within the provisions of sections 281, 288, 284, and 
1 of title 1S « he | States Code, and section 190 of the Revised Statutes 
U. S. C. 99), except insofar as such provisions of law may prohibit any such 
fro ting compensation in respect to matters directly 
Conventio! s Act, or reg ons is “l pursuant to this Act. 
SEC The President thorized to (a) accept or reject, on behalf of the 
I ted Stat recommendations made by the Commission to amend the Annex 
n ; dan ith he prov oO of article III, section 1, of the Convention, 
mendations made by the Com ior pursuance of the provisions 
the Prot 1 to the Convent and (b) act for the United States in the 
elk of persons by the contracting parties to compose the special committee 
] d eP on the Convention 

Sec. 7. Any ageney of the Federal Government is authorized, upon request 
of the Commission, to perate in the conduct of scientific and other programs, 
nd to furnish, on a reimbursable basis, facilities and personnel for the pur- 
) of assisting the Commission in carrying out its duties under the Conven- 

t Such agency may accept reimbursement from the Commission. 
Si 8 The provisions of the Convention and this Act relating to absten- 
tion from fishing in certain areas by the nationals and vessels of one or more 


of the contracting parties shall be enforced by the Coast Guard in cooperation 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Bureau of Customs 

(b) For such purposes any Coast Guard officer, any officer of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, or any other person authorized to enforce the provisions of 
the Convention and this Act referred to in subsection (a) of this section may 
go on board any fishing vessel of Canada or Japan found in waters in which 
Canada or Japan has agreed by or under the Convention to abstain from exploi- 
tation of one or more stocks of fish, and, when he has reasonable cause to betieve 


that such vessel is engaging in operations in violation of the provisions of the 
Convention, may, without warrant or other process, inspect the equipment, books, 
documents and other articles on such vessel and question the persons on board, 
and for these purposes may hail and stop such vessel, and use all necessary 
force to compel compliance 

Whenever any such officer has reasonable cause to believe that any person 
on any fishing vessel of Canada or Japan is violating, or immediately prior to the 
boarding of such vessel was violating, the provisions of the Convention referred 
to in subsection (a) of this section, such person, and any such vessel employed 
in such violation shall be detained and shall be delivered as promptly as prac- 
ticable to an authorized official of the nation to which they belong in accordance 
with the provisions of the Convention. 

(d) Any officer of the Coast Guard, any officer of the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice, or any other person authorized to enforce the provisions of the Convention 
and this Act referred to in subsection (a) of this section, may be directed to 
attend as witnesses and to produce such available records and files or duly certi- 
fied copies thereof as may be necessary to the prosecution in Canada or Japan 
of any violation of the provisions of the Convention or any Canadian or Japanese 
law for the enforcement thereof when requested by the appropriate authorities 
of Canada or Japan respectively 

Sree. 9. The Secretary of the Interior may designate officers of the States and 
Territories of the United States to enforce the provisions of the Convention and 
this Act insofar as they pertain to fishing vessels of the United States and the 
persons on board such vessels. 

Sec. 10. (a) It shall be unlawful for any person or fishing vessel subject to 
the jurisdiction of the United States to engage in the catching of any stock of 
fish from which the United States may agree to abstain in the waters specificed 
for such abstention as set forth in the Annex to the Convention, or to load, 
process, possess, or transport any such fish or fish products processed therefrom 
in the said waters, or to land in a port of the United States any fish so caught, 
loaded, possessed, or transported or any fish products processed therefrom. 

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person or fishing vessel subject to the juris- 
diction of the United States knowingly to load, process, possess, or transport any 
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fish specified in subsection (a) of this section or any fish products processed 
therefrom in the territorial waters of the United States or in any waters of the 
Convention area in addition to those specified in subsection (a) of this section, 
or to land in a port of the United States any such fish or fish products. 

(c) It shall be unlawful for any person or fishing vessel subject to the juris- 
diction of the United States knowingly to load, process, possess, or transpo 
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wt ‘ ,Y fic) 


ili eri I t ( ( I 


by a national of Canada or Japan from a stock of fish from which Canada 
* Japan respectively has agreed to abs nas set forth in the Annex to the ¢ 
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vention or any fish products processed therefrom, or to land such fish or fish 
products in a port of the United States. 

(d) It shall be unlawful for any person subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States to aid or abet in the taking of fish by a national or fishing vessel 
of Canada or of Japan fro a stock of fish from which Canada or Japan has 
respectively agreed to abstain as set forth in the Annex of the Convention. 

(e) It shall be unlawful for the master or owner or any person in charge of 
any fishing vessel of the United States to refuse to permit the duly authorized 
officials of the United States, Canada, or Japan to board such vessel or inspect its 
equipment, books, documents, or other articles or question the persons on board 
in accordance with the provision of the Convention, or to obstruct such officials 
in the execution of such duties 

Sec. 11. (a) Any person violating subsection (a), (b). or (¢c) of section 10 of 
this Act shall upon conviction be fined not more than $10,000, and for such offense 
the court may order forfeited, in whole or in part, the fish concerned in the 
offense, or the fishing gear involved in such fishing, or both, or the monetary value 
thereof. Such forfeited fish or fishing gear shall be disposed of in accordance 
with the direction of the court. 

(b) Any person violating subsection (d) of section 10 of this Act shall upon 
conviction be fined not more than $10,000 

(c) Any person violating subsection (e) of section 10 of this Act shall upon 
conviction be fined not more than $10,000 and be imprisoned for not more than 
one year or both, and for such offense the court may order forfeited, in whole or 
in part the fish and fishing gear on board the vessel, or both, or the monetary 
value thereof. Such fish and fishing gear shall be disposed of in accordance 
with the direction of the court. 

(d) Section 10 of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1067; 
16 U. 8S. C. 989) shall not apply to violations for which penalties are provided 
in this section. 

Sen. 12. For the effective execution of this Act, sections 7 (a) and (b), 9, 10, 
and 11 of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Aet of 1950 (64 Stat. 1067; 
16 U. S. C. 986, 988, 989, 990) shall be deemed to be incorporated herein in 
haec verba provided that regulations authorized by section 7 (a) shall be adopted 
by the Secretary of the Interior on consultation with the United States Section 
and shall apply only to stocks of fish in the Convention area contiguous to the 
Territorial waters of Alaska. 

Sec. 18. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated from time to time 
such sums as may be necessary for carrying out the purposes and provisions of 
the Convention and this Act, including 

(1) necessary travel expenses of the United States Commissioners with- 
out regard to the Standardized Government Travel Regulations, as amended, 
the Travel Expense Act of 1949, or section 10 of the Act of March 3, 1933 
(U.S. C., title 5, sec. 73b) ; and 

(2) the United States share of the joint expenses of the Commission; pro- 
vided that the Commissioners shall not, with respect to commitments con- 
cerning the United States share of the joint expenses of the Commission, be 
subject to the provisions of section 262 (b) of title 22 of the United States 
Code insofar as they limit the authority of United States representatives to 
international organizations with respect to such commitments. 

(b) Such funds as shall be made available to the Secretary of the Interior for 
research and related activities shall be expended to carry out the program of 
the Commission in accordance with recommendations of the United States Sec- 
tion. 

Sec. 14. If any provision of this Act or the application of such provision to 
any circumstances or persons shall be held invalid, the validity of the remainder 
of the Act and the applicability of such provision to other circumstances or per- 
sons shall not be affected thereby. 
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[No. 43-A] 
EpoRT OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT ON H. R. 9786 AND H. R. 9787, 8383p ConrGEss 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 12, 1954. 
Hon. ALVIN F. WEICHEL, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Drak Mr. WEICHEL: Reference is made to your request for reports on 
H. R. 9786 and H. R. 9787, bills to give effect to the International Convention for 
the High Seas Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo, May 9, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

I recommend enactment of the proposed legislation. 

The purpose of these bills is to implement the provisions of the International 
Convention for the High Seas Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean. The conven- 
tion, which applies to all waters of the North Pacific Ocean other than terri- 
torial waters, has several directly related purposes. First, it establishes an inter- 
national Commission and places with that Commission the responsibility for 
performing a number of functions which may be designated generally as the 
responsibility to study the various stocks of fish in the convention areas which 
are utilized by the parties to the convention with a view to recommending pro- 
grams for the conservation of these stocks of fish. 

The convention itself also contains agreements on the part of each of the signa- 
tories to abstain from exploitation of specified fish stocks which already are 
exploited to the maximum by one or both of the other parties provided the latter 
are carrying out programs for the conservation of the stocks and agree to continue 
to carry out such programs. The stocks of fish with respect to which Japan 
agrees to abstain from fishing and Canada and the United States agree to con- 
tinue to carry out necessary conservation measures, include halibut, herring, and 
salmon, in the convention area off the coast of Canada and the United States, 
exclusive of the Bering Sea. Canada and Japan both agree to abstain from 
fishing for salmon in the eastern portion of the convention waters of the Bering 
Sea, and the United States agrees to continue to carry out necessary conservation 
measures. In addition to these initial obiigations on the part of Japan and 
Canada to abstain from fishing and on the part of the United States to continue 
to carry out necessary conservation measures, the three countries of the conven- 
tion agree in article IX (1) to enforce abstention, (2) to enforce regulations 
established under conservation measures applicable to the stocks of fish specified 
in the annex (including salmon) or added to the annex, and (3) to enact laws to 
carry out the provisions of the convention. 

With respect to salmon in the convention area, i. e., beyond territorial waters, 
the United States presently has no authority for the adoption or “continuation” 
of conservation measures. In Alaska no authority has been granted to regulate 
the salmon fisheries except in territorial waters. Off the coasts of Washington, 
Oregon, and California, there also is no existing authority to regulate the taking 
of salmon except with respect to sockeye salmon under the terms of the Conven- 
tion Between the United States and the Dominion of Canada for the Protection 
of Sockeye Salmon in the Fraser River System. The same is true of herring. 
However, these three States do exercise some control over fishing beyond terri- 
torial waters, and until such time as the States in question fail to carry out con- 
servation measures with respect to the species of fish covered by the convention, 
it has been suggested that the obligations of the United States under the conven- 
tion have been met. 

In view of the fact that the convention has been ratified, the Commissioners 
have been appointed, and the Commission is ready to carry out its functions 
under the terms of the convention, it is essential that the programs of the Com- 
mission and the functions as outlined in these bills be fully authorized at the 
earliest possible moment. 

In view of the urgency of your request for this report, it has not been possible 
to obtain the views of the Bureau of the Budget on this legislation 

Sincerely yours 
OrMF LEWIS, 
issistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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[No. 43-B] 
REPORT OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT ON H. R., 9786, 83p CONGRESS 


July 12, 1954. 
Hon. THor C. ToLierson, 
Acting Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Torterson: Reference is made to Mr. Pliska’s letter of July 6, 1954, 
the receipt of which was acknowledged on July 8, 1954, transmitting for the 
comment of the Department a copy of H. R. 9786, to give effect to the Interna- 
tional Convention for the High Seas Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean, signed 
at Tokyo, May 9, 1952, and for other purposes. 

The Convention is now in effect, and has been since June 12, 1953. Legisla- 
tion of the type proposed is required to enable the United States to meet its 
obligations under the Convention and in order that the aims of the Convention 
may be achieved. The Department, therefore, urges the enactment of H. R. 
9786, although it would suggest the several amendments which are set forth in 
detail below. 

The Convention provides for the preservation of the fisheries of the North 
Pacific Ocean through the cooperation of the three great fishing nations of the 
area, the United States, Canada, and Japan. As with our other fishery Con- 
ventions, the treaty calls for joint study by the three nations of fisheries of 
common concern in order to determine the conservation measures required to 
maintain such fisheries at their maximum sustained level of productivity. It 
provides further for the recommendation of such measures for adoption by the 
signatory governments. The North Pacific Convention goes further, however, 
than our other fishery Conventions. Concerning itself with some of the most 
strictly regulated fisheries in the world, it introduces the new principle of absten- 
tion into international conservation practice. This principle is, in very brief 
terms, that a nation ought to abstain from newly entering a fishery if the stock 
of fish concerned is already fully fished and is regulated and conserved by another 
nation or nations. Under this principle, it was agreed that Japan should abstain 
from fishing salmon, halibut, and herring in certain waters off the coasts of North 
America, and that Canada should abstain from fishing salmcn in certain waters 
of the Bering Sea. In return the United States and Canada, with reference to 
the Japanese abstention, agreed to continue necessary conservation regimes with 
respect to the stocks of fish concerned. 

As a mechanism for carrying out these arrangements, the Convention estab- 
lishes an International Commission composed of 3 national sections, each of not 
more than 4 persons, to be appointed by the respective Governments. Each 
national section has one vote, and all decisions of the Commission must be 
unanimous. The Convention also permits of the appointment of an advisory 
committee to each national section. 

The proposed legislation : 

(1) Provides for the appointment by the President of the United States 
Commissioners ; 

(2) Provides for the appointment of the United States advisory committee 
by the United States Commissioners ; 

(3) Authorizes the President to accept or reject recommendations made 
by the International Commission ; 

(4) Vests in the Coast Guard, in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Bureau of Customs, the powers and duties of enforcing 
abstention from fishing, and for this purpose empowers officers of these 
agencies to board and search, not only United States, but also Canadian and 
Japanese fishing vessels, and to make certain seizures or detentions; 

(5) Makes unlawful certain acts with respect to the abstained fisheries by 
persons or fishing vessels subject to the jurisdiction of the United States, 
and prescribes penalties for the commission thereof ; 

(6) Vests in the Secretary of the Interior the power to administer and 
enforce the provisions of the convention relating to the carrying out of 
necessary conservation measures, and for this purpose authorizes him to 
issue regulations subject to certain limitations; 

(7) Authorizes appropriations and exempts the United States Commis- 
sioners from the provisions of 22 United States Code 262 (b) insofar as 

4977454 
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these provisions limit the authority of United States representatives to inter- 
national organizations with respect to the United States share of joint ex- 
penses of such organizations 
The Department believes necessary the exemption from title 22, United States 
Code, section 262 (b) lhe Commission is by the terms of the convention a 
’ of acting bilaterally It may, for example, study the crab fishing 
in the Bering Sea, a fishery of interest only to the United States and Japan. 
l ld hardly be expected to underwrite one-third of the joint costs of 
such study Che Department bel es the United States Commissioners should 
be authorized to pay the United States share of the joint expenses allocated in 
accordance with the proportion of the total activities of the Commission which 
are devoted to the interests of each of the three contracting parties, as shall be 
decided and recommended by the Commisison 
It is the Department's view that by its provisions S. 3713 provides adequately 
the means whe 





reby the obligations of the United States under the convention 


may be met. The Department would, however, suggest the following amend- 
ments: 

Section 4 (a) (p. 2, line 20). Strike out “or” and substitute therefor “nor”. 
This would correct what appears to be a typographical error. 

Section 5 (p. 3, line 18). After “individual”, insert “appointed from private 


life’. It is believed it was not intended to exempt from the statutes cited the 
Commissioner who, by section 3 (a), is required to be an official of the United 
States Government. 

Section 6 (p. 4, line 8). Strike out the words “to amend the Annex”. By article 
III, section 1, of the convention, the Commission may make recommendations 
not only to amend the annex but also of necessary joint Conservation measures 


Unless the limiting words “to amend the Annex” are deleted, no mechanics are 


provided for the acceptance or rejection of recommendations concerning joint 
conservation measures, 

In ad n, after consultation with the Bureau of the Budget and other inter- 
ested agencies, the Department suggests the deletion of section 13 (b). The 


executive branch believes this section largely unnecessary, and undesirable in 
that it ten to solidify the appropriation structure It is preferable for the 


financing arrangements to be worked out by the Appropriation Committees of 





Congress concerned. 

With respect to research and related activities, the Department is of the 
understanding that, to the extent feasible, research and related activities per- 
formed pursuant to recommendations of the International North Pacific Fisheries 
Commission shall be performed by official agencies of the contracting parties 
and their political subdivisions rather than by the Commission itself. 

These matters have been cleared with the Bureau of the Budget with the 
exception of the amendment to section 6, which because of lateness of time has 
not been so cleared. This actual report has not been cleared with the Bureau 
because of time factors. A copy is being sent to the Bureau. 

Sincerely yours, 
THRUSTON B. Morron, 
issistant Necretaru 
(For the Secretary of State). 

The Cuatrman. The committee will be in order for consideration 
of H. R. 9786. a bill to give effect to the International Convention for 
the High Seas Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo, 
May 9. 1952. and for other purposes. 

We have as our first witness Mr. Looney, Acting Special Assistant 
for Fisheries and Wildlife to the Under Secretary of State. Mr. 
Looney, will you come forward # 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

The Cratrman. Prior to your testimony. Mr. Looney, I will ask 
the clerk to place in the record a number of telegrams IT have received 
from various organizations and State fisheries directors, 1 from Cali- 
fornia, 2 from Oregon, and others. 

Then there are two letters from Delegate Bartlett which are 
addressed to the Senate committee on this same bill, or on an identical 
bill, I should say. While they are addvessed to the Senate committee, 
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they will be applicable to this legislation also, and I want those in 
the record too. 
(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


ASTORIA, OREG., July 12, 1954. 
Hon. THorR C. TOLLEFSON : 
We urge passage of H. R. 9786 as written early implementation of treaty 
involved is a necessity. 
CotuMBIA RIVER PACKERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
J. H. CELLARS. 


PORTLAND, OREG., July 12, 1954. 
Hon. Tuor TOLLEFSON, 
Acting Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Believe North Pacific Fisheries Treaty beneficial to United States fishing 
industry. This department favors early passage of enabling legislation and 
requests it be given your consideration. 

OREGON Fist COMMISSION, 


M. T. Hoy, Director 


SEATTLE, WASH., July 13, 1954. 
Hon. THor TOLLEFSON, 
icting Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

We urge earliest possible favorable action on H. R. 9786 because future of 
American fishery in North Pacific ocean is vitally effected Integral parts of 
international convention for high seas fishery of North Pacific ocean dependent 
on passage this bill. Please advise. 

NORTHWEST FISHERIES ASSOCIATION, 
JOHUN W Mec a 


SEATTLE, WASH., July 138, 1954. 
Hon. THorR TOLLFSON, 
icting Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and lI heries 
United States House of Re prese ntatives, Washington, D. ¢ 
Reference H. R. 9786 urge immediate action for passage this session. Inter- 
national Convention for High Seas Fisheries of North Pacific Ocean of extreme 
importance to present and future welfare of the American fisheries industry 
and integral parts dependent on passage of this bill. Please give earliest con- 
sideration and advise. 
JOHN W. McCatium, MeCallum-Legaz Fish Co., Ine. 
WILLIAM C, EaRDLEY, Sr., Fardicy Fisheries Co., Inc 


PORTLAND, OrEG., July 18, 1954. 
Hon. THor TOLLEFSON, 
Acting Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Pacific Marine Fisheries Commission believes North Pacific Fisheries Treaty 
will prove of benefit to United States fishing industry. Request that you give full 
consideration to early passage of enabling legislation. 

JOHN C. VEATCH, 
Chairman, Pacific Marine Fisheries Commission. 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF., July 12, 1954. 
Hon. THor C. TOLLEFSON, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

California Department of Fish and Game appreciates your introducing H. R. 
9786 which will implement North Pacific Fisheries Convention. We hope that 
your committee will act favorably on this bill or identical H. R. 9787. 

Setn Gorpon. 
RicHARD S. CROKER. 
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IOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE Ss, 
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1954. 


Hon. J W. Bri 
man, Com te Int tte and Foreiqn Commerce, 
{ } n, Ld, { 
DEAR SENATOR Br! Rk: En 1 is confirmation copy of the telegram sent 
you ei e day registering my protest against section 12 of 8S. 3713. Earlier 
t yid ssed this sectior ith Director Anderson of the Alaska Department 
f Fisheries in Juneau, Alaska, and he expressed during that conversation an 
opposition to the enlar nt of Federal authority over matters Alaskan which 
I fully are. Incidentally, Director Anderson informed me that there was no 
msu with members of the Alaska Department of Fisheries or others in 
Alaska so far as he knows; there was no consultation with me either. 
Copies of this letter and the telegram are being sent to the mmebers of the 
mmittee and to the members of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. Similar legislation, as you know, H. R. 9786 and 9787, is before the 


E. L. BARTLETT. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., July 13, 1954. 
Hon. JouHn W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

I desire to register my objection, which I understand is shared by Alaska 
Board of Fisheries an official agency of the Alaska Territorial Government, to 
section 12, 8.3713. My objection is based on belief this enlarges degree of Federal 
control peculiarly in Alaska and once established would be difficult to remove 
when autonomy Alaska government enlarged in respect to Fishery Administra- 
tion 

E. L. Bartiett, Delegate in Congress from Alaska, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 18, 1954. 
Hon. JoHN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreiqn Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

DreAR SENATOR BRICKER: Yesterday I sent you a telegram and a letter relative 
to section 12 of S. 3713. At that time I set forth my opposition and that of 
Director Anderson of the Alaska Department of Fisheries, Juneau, Alaska, to 
that section as written. 

It is my understanding that when the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife 
met yesterday a proposal was advanced to amend section 12 so that it would be 
effective only so long as Alaska remained a Territory. I wish at this time to 

rge that such an amendment be written into section 12 as I strongly believe it 
is the only equitable thing to do. Director Anderson has indicated that he en- 
dorses such a proposal which would meet his objections to section 12 as now 
written. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. BARTLETT. 


STATEMENT OF WARREN F. LOONEY, ACTING SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
FOR FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE TO THE UNDER SECRETARY OF 
STATE 


The CuHarrman. Mr. Looney, will you identify yourself for the 
record and proceed ¢ 

Mr. Looney. I am Warren F. Looney, Acting Special Assistant for 
Fisheries and Wildlife to the Under Secretary of State. 

I appear in place of the Special Assistant, William C. Herrington, 
who is out of the country at this time on official business. 
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I have a prepared statement which I shall not read in toto, but I 
will just read the high spots. 

The Cuarman. All right; you may insert the prepared statement 
inthe record and proceed. 

(The statement referred to by Mr. Looney is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WARREN F. LOONEY, ACTING SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR FISHERIES 
AND WILDLIFE TO THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATI 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Warren F. Looney, Acting 
Special Assistant for Fisheries and Wildlife to the Under Secretary of Stat 
I appear in place of the Special Assistant, William C. Herrington, who is at this 
time out of the country on official business. 

The Department of State favors the enactment of H. R. 9786. Legislation of 
this type is required if the United States Government is to meet its obligations 
under the convention and if the purposes of the convention are to be achieved. 

The convention has been in effect since June 12, 1953. The Department there- 
fore earnestly hopes that H. R. 9786 may be enacted in the current session of 
Congress. At the same time, the Department would suggest certain amend- 
ments to the bill which will be set forth in detail below. 

I think the members of this committee are quite familiar with the purposes 
and scope of the North Pacific Convention. It is the first fishery agreement in 
history among the three great fishing nations of the north Pacific Ocean, the 
United States, Canada, and Japan. These countries together take from the 
convention waters each year about 10 billion pounds of fish; that is to say, about 
one-fifth of the entire world’s annual fish production. 

In very general terms the convention does four things: 

(1) It provides a mechanism for joint study and regulation of north Pacific 
fisheries of common concern. It is so framed as to permit this to be done bi- 
laterally or on a three-’ ation basis. 

(2) It safeguards fully exploited and conserved fish stocks by introducing 
a new principle into international conservation practice, namely, voluntary ab- 
stention by one or more signatories from stocks which are found to meet specified 
standards of full utilization and rigorous conservation In return the other 
signatory or signatories agree to continue necessary conservation regimes. 

(83) It recognizes 38 fish stocks: Salmon, halibut, and herring, off the coast 
of North America, as meeting the standards required for abstention, and pro- 
vides for abstention by 2 of the signatories; that is, Japan agrees to abstain 
from fishing stocks of salmon, halibut, and herring in certain waters off the 
coasts of North America; and Canada agrees to abstain from fishing stocks of 
salmon in certain waters of the Bering Sea. 

(4) It establishes machinery for the administration and enforcement of the 
above; in particular, it establishes the International North Pacific Fisheries 
Commission. 

From these four aspects of the convention fall certain major obligations upon 
the United States. It is in dutybound to set up a body of Commissioners. It 
may establish an advisory committee. It is required to administer and enforce 
those aspects of the convention having to do with abstention from fishing. It 
is required to continue necessary conservation regimes with respect to the stocks 
of fish from which other nations may abstain. Finally it must provide the 
mechanics whereby the recommendations of the commission with respect to ab 
stention, on the one hand, and joint conservation measures, on the other, may be 
accepted or rejected by this Government. The test of the present legislation is 
the degree to which it provides the means for the United States Government to 
meet these principal obligations together with the several other obligations aris- 
ing from the convention. 

It is the Department’s belief that the proposed legislation adequately meets 
this test. 

The Department would suggest the following amendments, however, to H. R. 
A786: 

In section 4 on page 2, line 20, strike out “or” and substitute therefor “nor”. 

In section 5 on page 38, line 18, after the word “individual” insert the words 
“appointed from private life.” Without this insertion the commissioner, who by 
section 3 (a) shall be an official of the United States Government, would be 
exempt from the statutes cited. It is not believed that such exemption was 
intended. 
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In section 6, page 4, line 8, strike out the words “to amend the annex.” The 
= amendment that b rticle 3, section 1, of the convention the 
commission may make recommendations not only to amend the annex but also 
for joint conservation measures to be accepted or rejected by the parties. If 
t) ting words “to amend the annex” remain in the bill, no mechanics are 
pro led for acceptance or reje tion of this second type of rejection by the United 
Stat Government 
Section 13 (b), page 10, line 7: Delete section 13 (b). It is the belief of the 
executive department that arrangements for financing should be left to be 
rked out by the concerned appropriation committees of Congress. Section 13 


(b) tends to solidify the appropriations structure and is, therefore, in the view 
of the executive branch undesirable. 

Bearing in mind that the Convention has now been in operation for 13 months, 
1e department hopes H. R. 9786 may be reported favorably and enacted into 
law in this session of Congress 


+} 


Mr. Loonry. The Department of State favors the enactment of 
H. R. 9786. Legislation of are type is required if the United States 
ao ment is to meet its obligations under the convention and if 

>? urposes of aa convention are to be achieved. 

“Tl he convention has been in effect since June 12, 1953, for a period 
of 13 months. The Department therefore earnestly hopes that H. R. 
9786 mi Ly be enacted in the current session of Congress. At the same 
time, the Department would suggest certin amendments to the bill 
which I will set forth in detail below. 

I think the members of this committee are quite familiar with the 
purposes and scope of the North Pacific convention. It is the first 
fishery agreement in history among the three great fishing nations in 
the world of the North Pacific Ocean, the United States, Canada, and 
Japan. 

These countries together take from the convention waters each year 
about 10 billion pounds of fish; that is to say, about one-fifth of the 
entire world’s annual fish production. 

The CHamman. May I interrupt at that point? Did you say 10 
million pounds? 

In very general terms the convention does four things. 

Mr. Looney. Ten billion pounds. 

Mr. Mumma. Billion? 

Mr. Loonry. Ten billion, yes, sir. 

One, it provides a mechanism for joint study and regulation of 
North Pacific fisheries of common concern. It is so framed as to per- 
mit this to be done bilaterally or on a three-nation basis. 

Second, it safeguards fully exploited and conserved fish stocks by 
introducing a new principle into international conservation practice, 
namely, voluntary abstention by one or more signatories from stocks 
which are found to meet specified standards of full utilization and 
rigorous conservation. In return the other signatory or signatories 
agree to continue necessary conservation regimes with regard to those 
stocks of fish. 

Third, it recognizes three fish stocks, salmon, halibut, and herring, 
off the coast of North America, as meeting the standards required for 
abstention, and provides for abstention by two of the signatories; 
that is, Japan agrees to abstain from fishing stocks of salmon, halibut, 
and herring in certain waters off the coasts of North America; and 
Canada agrees to abstain from fishing stocks of salmon in certain 
waters of the Bering Sea. 
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Lastly, the convention establishes machinery for 
tion and enforcement of the above; in particular, 
International North Pacific Fisheries Commission. 

From these four aspects of the convention certain major obligations 
fall upon the United States, It is in duty bound to set up a body of 
Commissioners. It may establish an advisory committee. It 
quired to administer and enforce those 
ing to do with abstention from fishing. 


the administra- 
it eliminates the 


IS re- 
aspects of the convention hav- 


It is required to continue necessary conservation regimes with re- 
spect to the stocks of fish from which other nations may abstain. 

Finally, it must provide the mechanics whereby the recommenda- 
tions of the Commission with respect to abstention, on the one hand, 
and joint conservation measures, on the other, 
rejected by this Government. 

The test of the present legislation is the degree to which it provides 
the means for the United States Government to meet these principal 
obligations together with the several other obligations arising from 
the convention. 

It is the Department’s belief that the proposed legislation ade- 
quately meets this test. 

The Department, however, would suggest a number of amendments, 
most of whic h are clarifving in intent and do not go to substance. 

The Cuairman. If I may interrupt at that point, Mr. Looney, do 
you have the suggested amendments? 

Mr. Loonry. Yes, sir. I shall read them now if I may, Mr. Chair- 
man. 


In Section 4, on page 2, line 20, strike out the word “or” and sub- 
stitute therefor “nor. 


That is a very minor amendment. Chiefly this brings this statute 
into line with our other fishery commission statutes. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman, when will we be able to ask ques- 
tions—after he finishes ? 

The Cuairman. I thought we would wait until he was through. 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. Looney. In section 5 on page 3, line 18, after the word “indi- 
vidual” insert the words “appointed from private life.” 

Mr. Bonner. Section 5, line what? 

Mr. Looney. Line 18, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Page 3? 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. What do you do then ? 

Mr. Looney. Insert after the word “individual” 
pointed from private life.” 

The reason for that amendment is because by the provisions of 
section 3 (a) one of the Commissioners must be an official of the 
United States Government and it is believed that it was not intended 
to exempt that Government official from the statutes cited in section 
5 of the bill. 

The Cuarrman. We might question him on these amendments as 
he mentions them. 


Mr. Bonner. As he mentions them ? 
The CHarrMan. Yes. 


may be accepted or 


the words “ap- 
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Mr. Bonner. Then I want to ask a question about the first amend- 
ment on page 2. 

The Cnatrman. Let us go back to page 2. 

Mr. Bonner. You see, this is where you state the United States 
section shall appoint an advisory committee composed of not less 
than 5 or more than 20 members. 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Why do you put that 20 in there? From 5 to 20 is 
a tremendous number. 

Mr. Loonry. Well, this covers fisheries from San Diego to Cape 
Prince of Wales, all the way up to the Bering Sea from the Mexican 
border. Many, many fisheries are involved, and many, many fishery 
interests. 

Now, the United States Section need not appoint 20 members, but 
if we have to attack the question of herring, salmon, crabs, tuna, and 
so forth, 20 does not seem to be too many members for the advisory 
committee. 

Mr. Bonner. What compensation do they receive ? 

Mr. Loonry. They are noncompensated, sir. I might say that ap- 
plies to the Commissioners too. They are not compensated. 

Mr. Bonner. The Commissioners? 

Mr. Loonry. Yes, the four United States Commissioners who are 
appointed by the President. 

Mr. Suetiey. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Shelley. 

Mr. Suetiry. I notice the opening words of section 4 on page 2, 
line 19, are, “The United States section shall appoint.” How literal is 
that appointing power ? 

Mr. Looney. Referring to the four United States Commissioners ? 

Mr. SuHetitey. Where it states, 

The United States section shall appoint an advisory committee composed of 
not less than 5 or more than 20 members and shall] fix the terms of office thereof, 
such members to be selected both from the various groups participating in the 
fisheries covered by the convention 
and so forth. 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir, that is correct. There is not any opposition 
on the part of the Department of State to putting any Federal 
agency on the committee. 

Mr. Suettey. The Commissioners are appointed by the President ? 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Sueriey. And then they, in turn, have the right to appoint an 
advisory committee ? 

Mr. Looney. That is correct. 

Mr. Surtiry. Is that in line with the other advisory committees 
that we have? 

Mr. Looney. Precisely the same as the Tuna Commission or the 
Northwest Atlantic Commission, for example. 

The Cuamman. You may proceed if there are no further questions 
on this amendment. Are there any questions with respect to his 
second proposed amendment ? 

Mr. Denanry. In section 5, Mr. Looney, reference is made to the 
provisions of sections 281, 283, 284, and 434 of title 18 of the United 
States Code, and section 190 of the Revised Statutes. What is the 
application of those sections to this bill ? 
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Mr. Loonry. They are generally called the conflict-of-interest stat- 
utes. I might call on General Snow of the Department to speak on 
that if you do not mind, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. That is perfectly alright. 

_ General Snow. I do not seem to have the comment on section 434 of 
title 18. I thought it was 484 that was referred to. 

Mr. Loonry. It is section 434 in the Senate bill, and I am inclined 
to think it is correct. 

The Cuarman. Counsel will get a copy of both of them. 

General Snow. I wish to look at them. 

The Cuarrman. Will you comment on the other sections ? 

General Snow. Section 281 contains the provision that 
whoever, being an officer or employee of the United States, or of any depart- 
ment or agency thereof, within 2 years after he has ceased to be such an employee 
receives any compensation 
and so forth. 

Section 283 contains the provision that whoever, being a citizen of 
the United States, or any member of a department or agency thereof, 
aids or assists in the prosecution or support of any claim against the 
United States, receives any gratuity, share, or interest in any such 
claim in consideration of such assistance shall be fined. 

Mr. Devaney. They are all related sections ? 

General Snow. Yes, they are related sections. 

Mr. Devaney. That is all. 

General Snow. I will look up that other section for you if you 
desire me to do so. 

Mr. Devaney. You might make sure that it is the right section. 

General Snow. Yes, I will. 

The Cuarrman, All right, you may proceed, Mr. Looney. 

Mr. Auten. Would this language inserted in section 5, “appointed 
from private life” be proper? I understand that the Director of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service is one of the individuals on the Commis 
sion. Should not he also be exempted from being considered as an 
employee with any interest contrary to the United States / 

Mr. Looney. As I understand it, it is the policy of the Bureau of 
the Budget not to exempt regular permanent Government employees 
from the conflict of interest statutes. 

The next amendment is in section 6, page 4, line &, strike out the 
words “to amend the annex.” 

Mr. Bonner. Will you explain that? 

Mr. Looney. The reason for that amendment is by article 3, section 
1 of the convention, mentioned in line 9 of section 6, by that section 
1 the commission may make recommendations not only to amend the 
annex but also for joint conservation measures to be accepted or re 
jected by the parties. If the limiting words “to amend the annex” 
remain in the bill, no mechanics are provided for acceptance or re 
jection of this second type of recommendation by the United States 
Government. 

As to that second type of recommendation we may, within the year, 
have a joint investigation of crab resources in the Bering Sea by the 
United States and Japan. If the Commission makes a recommenda- 
tion of a conservation measure for crabs we want to be prepared to 
accept or reject that. 

49774543 
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General Snow. May I interrupt to state that section 434 is correct 
as stated in the bill. 

Mr. Detany. Thank you, General. 

General Snow. It pro\ ides that : 


Whoever, being an officer, agent or member of, or directly or indirectly in 
erested in the pecuniary profits on contracts of any corporation, joint stock 
company, or association, or of any firm or partnership, or other business entity, 
s employed or acts as an officer or agent of the United States for the transaction 
f such business with such business entity, shall be fined not more than $2,000 
or im] 


risoned not more than 2 years or both 


The Cuatrms Thank you very muc h, Gener: al. 

Mr. BONNER. What does the word “annex” mean in this line? 

Mr. Loonry. That is the annex to the convention, copies of which 
I have here. 

Mr. Bonner. What do you mean by the annex to the convention / 

Mr. Looney. It is what one might call an appendix. 

Mr. Booner. Is it a recommendation of the convention / 

Mr. Looney. The recommendations will refer to the annex, yes, sir, 
but the treaty we regard as a permanent document. The annex is 
changeable without going through the Senate for approval afterwards. 

Mr. Boonrer. What is the annex ? 

Mr. Looney. It is an agreement by the three parties to abstain, on 
the one hand from certain fi hing, or to continue conservation, on the 
other hand, by the parties fishing for those fish. 

The CuatrMan. It isanagreement under the treaty. 

Mr. Lo NEY. It is under the treaty, not pal rt of it. but is ( hangeable 
without going through the Senate He nee it is an annex. 

Mr. Bonner. The annex is the administrative part of the treaty. 
subject to the Commission 2 

Mr. LOONI # That is correct. Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. They can just do things under the treaty in regulating 
this fishing. and that is called an annex ? 

Mr. Looney. That correct, Mr. Bonner. It is a method of achiev 
ing flexibility. 

Mr. Bonner. I see. 

The Cuatrman. Do you! any questions at this point, Mr. Allen / 

Mr. Atten. No, Mr. 'hidnin. 

The CHatrMan. Proceed, Mr. Looney. 

Mr. LOONEY. ()n page 10, beginni or VW ith line 7. delete section 13 (ty). 
It is the belief of the executive department that arrangements for 
financing should he left to be worked out by the coneerned Appropria 
tion Committees of Congress. Section 13 (b) tends to solidify the ap- 
propriation structure aad is. therefore. in the view of the executive 
branch undesirable. The Department, therefore, suggests its deletion. 

The Cuairman. Is everybody in ac cord on that ? 

Mr. Bonner. What do you mean? Do you mean when the appro- 
priations are made for a certain activity and Congress intended them 
for that activity that then you can change them to some other activity ¢ 

Mr. Loonry. As I understand the Bureau of the Budget policy on 
this question, when funds are made available to an agency or depart- 
ment head such as the Secretary of the Interior in this w ay it takes 
away some freedom from the Appropriations Committees later which 
will be asked toap propri ite money for this bill, and they take the posi- 
tion that section 15 (b) 1s unnecessary. 
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Mr. Bonner. You want to strike out all of section 13 (b) from line 
7toll? 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. that is correct. 

Mr. Bonner. And leave it in the discretion of the Se retary or the 
Commission tospend the funds asthe “y see fit ¢ 

Mr. Loonry. The discretion woul 1 not be in the secretary of the 
Interior if this is deleted. 

Mr. Dorn. If it is deleted or if it remains in here ? 

Mr. Looney. If it remains in, Mr. Dorn. It contains the phrase 
that the expenditure shall be “in accordance with recommendations of 
the United States section.” 

Mr. Dorn. I just do not understand it. 

Mr. Gray. If it were left out I believe it would be left in the disere- 
tion of the Appropriations Committee from year to year. 

[f it were left in, unless they specified otherwise, it would go through 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Dorn. Are you saying that it goes through the Secretary of 
the Interior initially in all events / 

Mr. Gray. If it is left in it goes through the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior. If it isout, then it would be up to the Appropriation ¢ ‘ommittees 
from vear to year. 

Mr. Bonner. What other countries appropriate funds for this pur- 
pose ¢ 

Mr. Loon! y. Canada and Japan are appropriating money already 
for this purpose. 

Mr. Bonner. Are they joint studies and research projects ¢ 

Mr. Loonry. Yes, sir, they are joint. 

Mr. Bonner. Or does each country make them separately ? 

Mr. LOONEY. Keach hation will venerally make them through the 
existing agencies, such as the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Cana- 
dian Fisheries Board. It is not intended that the Commission will 
set up large international studies and make such studies. 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. If this language is stricken from the bill and it should 
develop that the Commission should make one recommendation and 
the Secretary of the Interior or the Director of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service should have a different view, who would prevail ? 

Mr. Loonry. I presume the view of the Secretary of the Interior, 
Mr. Allen, would prevail. 

Mr. Auten. Under the language as it is, it would take joint action ? 

Mr. Looney. That is correct. 

Mr. Atien. The recommendation on the one hand would limit the 
expenditure and the approval of the Secretary would limit the ex 
penditure- 

Mr. Looney. Perhaps the officers of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
should speak on that, but I do think if perhaps it should work out 
that the Secretary of the Interior should differ from the Commis- 
sioners in the spending of the money these Commissioners would not 
work. Either the Secretary of the Interior would have to go or the 
Commissioners would have to go. In practice there has been full 
concurrence in all the Commissions without any such provision as this. 

The Cramrman. We have other implementing legislation. What 
sort of provisions have they made in those pieces of legislation ? 

Mr. Looney. To my knowledge no such provision. 
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The CrarrmMan. Are there any further questions on this proposal ? 

Mr. Bonner. | just wanted to get this clear: The United States 
section means the representatives of the United States on the Com- 
mission ? 

Mr. Loon} Re } es, sir 

Mr. Bonner. If you strike that out then who would make the ree- 
ommendation or supervise the resenre ly on the expenditure ot Ameri- 
can appropriated funds ¢ 

Mr. Loon} y. The recommendation would come in from the Inter: 
national Commission that project X be undertaken. 

Mr. Bonner. And the International Commissoin is composed of 
the representatives of Japan, Canada, and the United States? 

Mr. Loonry. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. And a majority recommendation would prevail if 
vou strike this out ? 

Mr. Loonry. No, a unanimous vote only from them, each section, 
Canada, United States. and Japan each have a vote. 

Mr. Bonner. What is the amount of the contribution: is it split 
three wavs? 

Mr. Loonry. No, not necessarily. 

Mr. Bonner. What isthe division of the contribution ? 

Mr. Loonry. The provision covering that is section 13 (a) (2). 

Mr. Bonner. For instance. if we were going to have a $200,000 
fund. now Ww hat would be the breakdow n of contributions bet wee nN the 
three nations ? 

Mr. Loonry. It depends. If it is a 3-nation job—let us say it 
nvolves species “€ and if the 3 nations sre equally interested in that 
pecies, each one catching about the same amount of the species that 
it will be a 3-way split, or $66,000 apiece. IT understood you to say 

SPOO OOD, 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. Loonry. Or one-third apiece. If, however, it happens that 
Canada and Japan alone were interested in a fishery in which the 
Mnited States did not operate and in which it does not intend to oper- 
ite, then the split is 50 percent Japanese and 50 percent Canadian, 
und for our part nothing. 

Mr. Bonner. The idea, then, of striking out this section 13 (b) is 
to avoid friction in the Commission ? 

Mr. Looney. No, sir: it is Budget Bureau policy, having regard to 
general Jegislation 

Mr. Bonner. Budget Bureau policy ? 

Mr. Loonry. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. With this wording, then, this will give the repre- 
sentatives of the United States on the Commission the absolute author- 
ity to say whether or not the money would be spent. If you strike it 

out, then you would have to have the unanimous vote of the Commis- 
sion to spend the money ? 

Mr. Loonry. No; I think it would work this way: The Commission 
inakes a recommendation, by unanimous vote, let us say, for a crab 
fishery study. It comes to this Government and comes down to the 
Congress and the Bureau of the Budget in the form of an appropria- 
tion request. This section 13 (b) would not become operative until 
that time. It is when the money has been appropriated for the project 


) 


that 13 (b) would become operative. 
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Mr. Bonner. Then if section 13 (b) was out, the money would just 
be spent, but if section 13 (b) was in, the United States representa- 
tives on the Commission would have more to say about the expenditure 
of the funds? 

Mr. Loonry. With regard to the Secretary of the Interior in this 
case, I may say that after the funds are appropriated the International 
Commission would not have any control over the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Mr. Bonner. The International Commission would not control here 
if this section 13 (b) was left in? 

Mr. Loonry. That is correct in either case. 

M. Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Cuatrman. Mr. Allen 

Mr. AnuEen. Does this paragraph 13 (b) grow out of the fact that 
in times past there has been a difference of opinion between the Direc- 
tor of the Fish and Wildlife Service and some of the fishing industry 
people as to the type of research and related activity that should be 

carried on, and is not this paragraph specific: ite for the purpose of 
naling sure that the research goes on along the I ne that the Commis- 
sion approved, rather than contrary to the line that the Department 
or the Fish and Wildlife Service might think better? Would it not 
be further true that w yacd ut that provision the Commission would 
not. control the type of rese are h to be carried on? 

Mr. Looney. Your question is whether the Secretary of the Interior 
would carry out the recommendations in the spirit in which they are 
instituted by the United States Government and spend the appro- 
priations for this purpose or recommendation. On that question I 
think, perhaps, I will refer, if I may, to the gentleman from the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Auten. I think it has been true, in times past, that the Secretary 
of the Interior has been pretty busy with other things than fisheries 
and the control of them as a practical matter was not exercised by the 
Secretary. I am wondering if it is necessary as a matter of protecting 
the program, rather than as a consideration of budgetary practice, 
that this provision be left in / 

Mr. Looney. I will be quite frank with you and say that the De- 
partment is perfectly agreeable to leaving section 13 (b) in, but the 
policies and the pring iples of the Bureau of the Budget override it. 

Mr. Auuen. That is, they override the Department, but not the 
Congress. 

The CuHatrman. Mr. Ray, do you have any questions 

Mr. Ray. In the appropriation bills the purposes for eke h research 
is authorized are pretty well spelled out. 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ray. And this would seem to give the Commission the right to 
direct something else. Is that the sort of awkwardness that you see 
in the language ? 

Mr. Loonry. I do not think so, Mr. Ray. I cannot conceive of the 
Commissioners on the United States section overriding the mandate 
of Congress which is spelled out in the appropriation act. 

Mr. Ray. Then is it just unnecessary to have any machinery such 
as this, if the ap propr iation bills give direction in that respect ¢ i 

Mr. Looney. The Bureau of the Budget takes the position that this 
section 13 (b) is unnecessary. 
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Mr. l‘oLLEFSOoN. As a matter of fact was the Soviet not invited to 
join in this? 

Mr. Loon} y. We would have been agreeable t » their entry, but the 

situation was that the Soviets were and still are, for that matter of 
fact. at war with the Japanese, so there was no possibility of sitting 
down around the tabl With those two parties. , 

Mr. BONNER. What did yous L\ ibout the Japa ese ¢ 

Mr. Loon] ¥s | he Soviets were at war with the .J ipanese technically 
at the time this tr aly was negotiated, 

Mr. Bonner. The original tre aty 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Totiterson. One question: You said at the outset that this was 
the first convention of this kin d. You did not mean that in those exact 
words, did you / 

Mr. Looney. I meant among these three countries, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Totterson. There are other international fisheries commissions, 
are there not? 

Mr. Looney. There are very succes ful ones for halibut between 
ourselves and Canada and for salmon between ourselves and Canada. 

Mr. Totuerson. Is there not a tuna commissio oof 

Mr. Looney. There is a Tuna (C vention, yes, now with three 
members, 

Mr. Totterson. Is there not a commission in the Atlantic ? 

Mr. Loonry. A Northwest Atlantic Commission, with 10 members. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. All of these hay GO e through this similar routine. 
There has been the treaty and implement Ing leg) slation ¢ 

Mr. Loonry. That is correct. 

Mr. 'TOLLEFSON. so that the pending leo) slation S hecessar'y to make 
the commission effective ? 

Mr. Loonry. We cannot make it work otherwise: yes, sir. 

Mr. BONNER. Does this overlap the three cor mi lo! you how have? 

Mr. Looney. Not in the slightest, Mr. Bonne 

Mr. Bonnen. (rive ni just i short 1 umé of ho CT ie works in 
respect to the other three. 

Mr. Looney. All right, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. You have three, and here is another one. 

Mr. LOoNEY. This is up in the North Pacific Ocean, where two of our 
richest fisheries the halibut and I'raser Rive r sockeve salmon are 
already under international convention, both with Canada. This 
treaty reads that this Commission may undertake the stu Ly of any fish 
stock in the North Paeil Ocean to determine whether the fish stock 
needs regulation, conservation measures, except fish stocks already 
under conservation agreement between the parties. Now, those two 
fisheries I mentioned. the halibut fisheries and the sockeye salmon, 
are withdrawn from this convention by virtue of that provision 
There is no conflict whatever. 

Mr. Bonner. This is not a duplication of the other three / 

Mr. Looney. None whatever, Mr. Bonner ; no, sir. 

Mr. Totterson. Any other questions? 

Mr. Warnwricut. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Totiterson. Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Warnwreicnur. To pursue the question Mr. Bonner presents, 
suppose, regardless of the technical problem we are talking about here, 
the convention between the three countries works out. What is to 
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prevent the Soviet from coming in and destroying the conservat‘on 
measure which is hereby being undertaken and making it completely 
futile and useless ? 

Mr. Looney. That is always a possibility in any fish conservation 
treaty. As long as we have the concept of freedom of the seas that 
is possible. However, in this treaty we have agreed that in the event 
it shall come to the attention of any of the contracting parties that 
the nationals or fishing vessels of any country not a party to this con- 
vention appear to affect adversely the operations of the Commission 
such party shall call the matter to the attention of the other contract- 
ing parties who all agree thereupon to confer upon steps to be taken. 

At this moment I can ~~ say we would cross that bridge when we 
came to it. At any rate, we have arranged for a three-party meeting 
to consider what to do. 

Mr. Warywricur. It just seemed to me that it is quite true you have 
freedom of the seas and that would never be abridged or should never 
be abridged, and at the same time where you have conservation of a 
resource—fish in this particular instance—in a localized area, which is 
what it amounts to, you usually try to bring in all the parties involved. 
Mr. Bonner raised the question of the Russians, who were invited to 
attend. As I understand your reply, they were presented with a prob- 
lem to come in. This had been refus sed, I understand it. Your 
answer was that in 1952, when this was dank they were technically, 
and I suppose still are technically, at war with Japan. 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wainwricur. Again coming back: What is to prevent them 
from disregarding any conservation measures we undertake? To fol- 
low that further, why would we not pursue a course of trying to bring 
them in, imposing the same regulations on them we are imposing upon 
ourselves and our friends and allies ? 

Mr. Loonry. We should like any of these treaties we have to be ad- 
hered to by as many nations as possible. We are not against anybody 
joining a conservation treaty. In this instance this is a closed treaty. 

I might add, lest there is any confusion, the Soviet has never fished 
off our coasts. So far as we were concerned, with the four-power 
treaty, it was because of the close relations of Japan and Russia in the 
fisheries in the past, and also in view of the fact that we had the very 
oe emp fur seal treaty ig Canada and the United States and 

Japan and Russia oes 30 years. That was one of the best treaties ever 
written. It seemed a good nd to go into the fish stocks on the same 
basis. 

Mr. Warnwricut. That is what I had in mind. 

Mr. Loonry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Warnwricut. Because of the Bering Sea arrangement that had 
been undertaken right after the turn of the century. 

Mr. Looney. But it is quite clear that the Soviets have never, never 
fished off our coasts. It is otherwise in the case of the Japanese. Hence 
the urgency. 

Mr. Watnwricut. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Totterson. Any other questions ? 

Mr. Looney. Mr. Chairman, I have finished my pre pared statement, 
but I would like to add a few eee not included in the prepared 
statement because they arose in part yesterday in the hearing on S. 
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3713, a bill identical to H. R. 9786, before the Fisheries Subcommittee 
of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

First I would like to read a telegram from Juneau, Alaska, from 
Mr. C. L. Anderson, director of the Alaska Fisheries Board, dated 
July 10, addressed to me: 


Re your telegram July 9. No copy H. R. 9786 available here for study. If 
this bill essentially same as November 2, 1953, draft which was reviewed by 
Alaska Fisheries Board we urge adoption. However, board objects strenuously 
to any last-minute changes which substantially alter this draft without having 
submitted changes previously for consideration of Alaska Fisheries Board and 
other interested Alaskans. Please advise Chairman Tollefson of committee and 
delegate Bartlett of our position. 


C. L. ANDERSON, 
Director, Alaska Fisheries Board. 

That telegram was read in the Senate subcommittee yesterday, and 
the quest ion of section 12 was brought up. 

In the first place, the Senate committee then looking over section 12 
proposed this following clarifying amendment, which has nothing to 
do with the telegram, but I will mention it now, if I may: 

Page 9, line 11 of this House bill, after the words “Section 7(a)” 
insert the words “of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950.” 

The purpose of that was to clarify the bill. In the Senate com- 
mittee, having regard to this telegram _ the Alaska situation, they 
then proposed this amendment on page 9, line 10 of section 12: 

After the word “verba” insert the words “so long as Alaska shall 
remain a Territory.” 

Alternatively the Senate subcommittee proposed that the committee 
report might contain a statement of intent; namely, that section 12 
did not profess to make permanent any arrangement for Alaska con- 
servation regulation in the convention area, but that that question 
should be opened up ab initio, at the time the enabling act may 
prepared. 

Those were the two Senate amendments proposed yesterday morn 
ing, sir. 

Mr. Totirrson. Coming back to your telegram, Is this bill sub- 
stantially the same as the bill that he refers to in his telegram? 

Mr. Looney. No, sir. Section 12 is a new addition since the Novem- 
ber draft he refers to. 

Mr. Totterson. With the amendment you have mentioned in con- 
nection with section 12 would the bill then be satisfactory to the 
Alaska Fisheries Commission ? 

Mr. Looney. I talked with Mr. Anderson last night. It was a very 
remote connection, I might say, but clear enough to indicate that with 
this amendment in the bill the bill would be satisfactory to Mr. Ander- 
son. I understand th: at to be Delegate Bartlett’s position, too. 

Mr. ToLLteFson. We had inse rted : at the outset the letters of Delegate 
Bartlett. 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Totterson. Any other questions of Mr. Looney ? 

Mr. Bonner. Just what does that do for the changes you are pro- 
posing? What are you talking about? 

Mr. Looney. In section 12, Mr. Bonner, by virtue of i incorporation 
of certain sections from the Northwest Atlantic Act the Secretary of 
Interior is given power to make regulations regarding some aspects 
of this convention in waters contiguous to the coast of Alaska. 
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Mr. Bonner. In their territorial waters? 

Mr. Loonry. No, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. In the abroad waters? 

Mr. Looney. Waters beyond 3 miles; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Interior waters? This covers interior waters? 


I 
Mr. Looney. No, sir; it would not touch interior waters. 

Mr. Bonner. Sir? 

Mr. Looney. Sir, it would not touch interior waters; just waters 
outside the 3-mile limit. 

Mr. Bonner. Outside. Are these amendments contemplated should 
Alaska become a State ? 

Mr. Looney. Sir, the purpose of the Senate subcommittee’s pro- 
posal, as I understand it, is to vest this power in the Secretary only 
until Alaska becomes a State. It would be a guillotine. It would 
stop the power there. 

Mr. Bonner. That is what I thought. 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. All this authority is beyond the territorial waters of 
the prospective State; is it not? 

Mr. Looney. Quite so: that is true. 

Mr. Bonner. Then what do they have to do with the waters out 
there should they become a State ? 

Mr. Loonry. Well, of course, the regulations would apply only to 
American citizens and vessels. These regulations would apply only to 
American citizens and vessels. 

The situation in Alaska, if statehood is assumed, with respect to that 
I cannot speak on. Alaska would then have the same rights with re- 
spect to Alaskans as California has with respect to Californians going 
out to sea to fish. 

Mr. Bonner. That is what I thought these amendments you were 
talking about here did. But would it give them more authority over 
this convention or these treaties than any other State would have? 

Mr. Loonry. No, Mr. Bonner; it would not. 

Mr. Bonner. For instance, on the Atlantic you have certain Lab- 
rador treaties and so forth. 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. The New England States are interested in those. It 
would place Alaska in the same position the New England States or 
any other State would be in, bordering on waters which these treaties 
cover ¢ 

Mr. Loonry. It is true it would place Alaska in the position of 
Washington, Oregon, and California in respect of this convention; 
yes, sir, Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. In their present status how does this interfere with 
their citizens fishing from Alaskan Territory ? 

Mr. Loonry. If I might, could I leave that question for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, as the enforcement agency ? 

Mr. Bonner. You were there when these amendments were adopted ? 

Mr. Looney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. What was the discussion? What was the reason? 
What difference is it going to make ? 

Mr. Looney. As I understand it, the amendment goes to this point: 
The delegated authority to the Secretary of the Interior should be dele- 
gated only for the length of time that Alaska isa Territory. 
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Mr. Bonner. What change will there be from the present status to 
another status should Alaska become a State ? 

Mr. Loonry. Presumably the Alaskan view is that they could take 
over jurisdiction of their own citizens on the high seas when they be- 
come a State. 

Mr. Bonner. As it is, the jurisdiction over Alaskan citizens is left 
here to the Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr. Looney. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. WatinWricut. Mr. Chairman, I have one other question off the 
record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. TotteLrson. Mr. Mumma has a question. 

Mr. Mumma. I do not want to drag this 3-mile limit back into the 
thing. Did I understand you to say Alaska wanted the right to gov- 
ern its citizens beyond the 3-mile limit ? 

Mr. Looney. I stated, Mr. Mumma, I felt that was the point of 
view of the Alaskan proponents of the amendment. 

Mr. Mumma. To my mind, would that not get back into the Tide- 
Lands Oil situation, where the Government owns beyond the 3-mile 
limit and has jurisdiction ? 

Mr. Looney. Well, not necessarily. It is not a question of Alaskan 
jurisdiction over Californians, for example, but over their own citi- 
zens. I do not like to use Alaska as an example; she is still a Territory. 

Mr. Mumma. I thought it was a little previous. To my mind it 
just brought in that question. The ordinary citizen of North Carolina 
or South Carolina does not have any say beyond the 3-mile limit, 
does he ? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, the State Department of Conservation and the 
Fisheries Commission have something to do with the fishing vessels 
which sail from the interior waters. 

Mr. Mumma. Then they would not be gaining any rights over your 
citizens? 

Mr. Bonner. No, that is what I went into it for. 

Mr. Mumma. That isthe only point I had. 

Mr. Bonner. They are reserving here certain authority should they 
become a State to sort of supervise their own fishing fleet in their 
territorial waters. 

General Snow. And on the high seas. 

Mr. Bonner. I think that pertains to all States. 

Mr. Loonry. Thank you. 

Mr. Totuerson. If there are no further questions we thank you, 
Mr. Looney. We will next call Mr. Farley. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. FARLEY, DIRECTOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE 


Mr. Fartry. Mr. Chairman, I am John L. Farley, Director of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of Interior. 

Mr. Totterson. Would you care to be seated, sir? 

Mr. Fartey. Thank you, sir. an ; 

I am also appearing as one member of the Commission forming 
the American section, appointed by the President under the treaty 
provisions under discussion. 
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[I think probably, sir, you would not wish me to repeat the general 
discussions of the bill, but rather answer some areas maybe that were 
left over from the previous discussion and any other questions that 
may come up. 

| would like to comment briefly on the section which was last dis- 
cussed, which would limit the effectiveness of our participation as an 
enforcement agency to the period that Alaska remains a Territory, 
and would make automatically necessary at some future date, when 
Alaska becomes a State, further legislation to give the Secretary of 
Interior authority to enforce the regulations based upon these inter- 
national treaty requirements. 

I note that in Delegate Bartlett’s bill for statehood for Alaska, that 
he would seem to have contemplated this same situation, because this 
language appears on page 11: 

The rights of the State of Alaska over fisheries and wildlife shall not be con- 
strued to include control over fur seals, sea otters, and such other fish and wild- 
life resources as are protected under the provisions of international agreements. 

It would seem at least at that time that Mr. Bartlett contemplated 
that the Federal Government would retain its international obligations 
there. 

I would urge consideration be given to making this legislation « 
little more permanent in character than to have it terminate in 1 or 2 
or 5 years, whatever the period would be, while Alaska is a Territory. 

Mr. TotieFson. To put it a little more bluntly, you would prefer 
that the language in section 12 remain as is? 

Mr. Farury. Yes, sir. In the judgment of the service and the 
department that is simply a continuation of the conditions as they exist 
in other areas of the Pacific and other areas of the Atlantic and does 
not depart on any new theory of control over the fisheries. 

I think it is understood by the members of the committee that as 
of the present time the Federal Government has no jurisdiction beyond 
the territorial waters of Alaska. This would give it to them. We 
would much prefer for long-range planning that it be given to them 
over a long-range rather than a limited period while the territory 
remained a territory. 

Mr. Totierson. If Alaska is concerned about this language affecting 
its status as a state when it becomes a state, could not her concern be 
taken care of by the statehood legislation at the time it comes up? 

Mr. Faruey. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Totierson. In other words, instead of taking care of it here, 
take care of it if Congress sees fit at the time Alaska is admitted. 

Mr. Faruey. It would seem appropriate, and it also seems that 
was contemplated in the language referred to in Mr. Bartlett's bill. 
He would ordinarily take care of that situation. 

Mr. Torturrson. Do you have any further comments on the bill? 

Mr. Fartey. There was one other section which was under discus- 
sion, regarding the research program. That is section 13(b) which 
was under discussion. That particular subsection was worked out 
after a considerable discussion with members of the industry, with 
members of { he newly appointed Fisheries ( ‘ommission, and. of course. 
with representatives of the Department of Interior. 

I believe it was the original intention of members of industry to 
have set up a new research organization under the terms of this treaty. 


~~ » 
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{ did not participate in those discussions and I am speaking from 
information furnished me. That was in the hope that they might 
get an oeaeren which was more responsive to their conception of 
the needs of industry than might be the case if a fairly remote research 


gency headquartered back in Washington were the soie deciding 
agency. 
[lowever, it has been long felt by the Fish and Wildlife Service 


and the Department of Interior that full idvantage should be taken 
of existing agencies, rather than to set up a series of new agencies 
with special appropriations for those agencies, and to alleviate the 
fear that industry might have that such research programs might not 
be responsive to their needs. This language was worked out so that 
the American Section of the Commission would be the recomme nding 
agency to the Department of Interior, the Secretary of Interion , for 
research and study projects. That seemed to meet their needs. 

An understanding, I believe, was worked out satisfactory to all 
concerned that that would accomplish their wish, and not create a new 
agency to set up accounting procedures and all that sort of thing. It 
was also felt that it might well be that a great many studies should 
be undertaken not by the Fish and Wildlife Service Research Agency, 
which might have to set up a new segment for that particular field of 
study, but for instance, the University of Washington might have a 
research organization or some special group in some field all set up 
and going, and it would be appropriate under those circumstances to 
make a contract with the University of Washington to carry on that 
research. That is contemplated under this section. 

On the other hand, some research agency in private industry might 
be well equipped to do some special work, and it would be proper and 
appropriate to engage that private agency in that research problem. 
It might be the University of California or any other agent. This 
provision contemplated a reasonable control and recommendation, 
and a wide latitude on the use of funds that would be made available, 
using them where they could be most economically used; within the 
Service, with a private agency, or some other public agency. It 
might be a State agency. Maybe the State of W ashington. Fisheries 
Department or the State of Oregon Fisheries Department would have 
facilities to undertake some study. Then it would be farmed out to 
them under a contract. 

That was the purpose of this section and the language in our judg- 
ment would accomplish that. We would urge that it be kept in, as I 
think it will serve a wide range of good. 

Mr. Totzerson. In other words, you feel that this insures better 
coordination and cooperation between this new Commission and the 
present agencies which are now doing a certain amount of research 
work? 

Mr. Fartry. It writes in specifically the mechanics of that recom- 
mendation coming through, and the Secretary being required to give 
it the consideration that I think the industry wants definitely to 
appear in the bill, although we would be gl: id to have members of 
industry—Mr. Brooding and other Commissioners here—speak to 
that. There was that strong desire that people who were so dependent 
upon the North Pacific fisheries resources should have a large voice in 
determining what kind of a study should take place. 
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Mr. Totterson. When you talk about salmon in connection with 
this bill you are talking primarily about what we call the Alaska 
salmon ? 

Mr. Fartey. Yes, sir; not the sockeye salmon, under another treaty. 

Mr. Totterson. Your Department has been doing a lot of research 
work in connection w * Alaska salmon heretofore ? 

Mr. Fartry. Yes,s 

Mr. To.uerson. pe will continue to do it even though this new 
Commission is created ? 

Mr. Fartey. That is correct. The general picture of the study 
program required under the treaty is that the three nations involved 
will undertake the studies rather than setting up a new independent 
commission organization for that. Under consideration was the 
thought of setting up an American Section Research Agency. That 
is what I referred to in my earlier comments. 

Mr. Totterson. Are there any other questions of Mr. Farley on 
this point? 

Mr. Bonner. Why do you let these contracts to universities and 
colleges? How much do they overlap with the work of your own 
Bureau officials ? 

Mr. Fartey. The overlap is in the areas of research rather than 
the physical location of resear h. There is of necessity a duplication 
of effort, because the same States will have the same problems and 
wish to make the row n independent studies. 

It has been a longtime ol bjective of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to refrain from waa rtaking a research project which is already well 
underway by a State or unive rsity or another agency. Cert: Linly con- 
templated here is an avoidance of such duplication; that each will be 
handled where possible without setting up some new activity to do it. 

Mr. Bonner. Some day I hope that we can have your De ‘partment 
down here to tell us the results of studies that we have authorized and 
moneys appropriated. I would be very much interested to know just 
what has ever been accomplished in all the various studies. 

Mr. Fartrey. We would be glad to render such a report. 

Mr. Bonner. That is beyond this question. 

Mr. Warinwricut. Mr. Chairman, I might tell Mr. Bonner that in 
the year Mr. Farley has been Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the Department he has gained an extraordinary reputation. I 
have had a number of dealings with him and with the Department, 
particularly with relation to the question you are raising, as to the 
results of some of these surveys and studies that have been authorized. 
T have found, for example, on the duck question, that Mr. Farley has 
been able to get the Audubons on the one hand and Ducks, Unlimited 
on the other hand to hold h: nds for the first time and come to an agree- 
ment on these reports, which has not been done in 25 or 30 years be- 
fore. If anybody knows his business in this field, I would cert: ainly 
like to say it is Mr. Farley. 

Mr. Bonner. I am delighted to hear that. I am interested in the 
subject. 

Mr. Fartry. Those are kind words. I appreciate them very much. 
We do hear other kinds of remarks, too, sir. 

Mr. Totierson. Knowing how Mr. Bonner feels, no matter how the 
election comes out in the fall—— 

Mr. Bonner. Oh. I was not thinking of that. 
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Mr. 'Totterson. Early in the next year we will have Mr. Farley and 
some of his people up here. , 

Coming back to our bill, are there any other questions of Mr. Farley ? 

Mr. Macnuson. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Totierson. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Macnuson. I was called out for a minute. During that time 
did you discuss section (b) on page 10, Mr. Farley, which Mr. Looney 
recommended deletion of # 7 

Mr. ‘Totiterson. I may say to the gentleman he did discuss it. He 
would rather have the language remain in the bill. 

Mr. Macnuson. I thought that was the import of it. 

Mr. Faruey. It substantially recommends an agreement that was 
reached with members of the industry, and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and representatives of the Commission setup here, but does 
depart a bit from the theory of the Bureau of the Budget on these 
things. I believe it is not one of the fundamental things, but we would 
prefer to have it in. 

Mr. Maenuson. I just wanted to be sure of your Department’s atti- 
tude toward this. 

Mr. Bonner. I take it you speak for the Department of the Inte- 
rior, and you also speak for the Commission ? 

Mr. Farry. Yes, sir. There is at present no difference in think- 
ing, somy comments apply both ways. If there were I would identify 
the capacity in which I am speaking, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. You - ak for the ones directly affected. 

Mr. Faruey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. 'TOLLEFSON. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Farley, could you name the Commissioners for us ¢ 

Mr. Fartry. Mr. Milton Brooding from California, who is present, 
or was a few moments ago, Mr. Ed Allen of Seattle, and Governor 
Heintzleman of Alaska, and myself. 

Incidentally, I might add that this provision of granting authority 
to the waters outside of the territorial waters in the North Pacific was 
discussed with Governor Heintzleman, and he approved the plan that 
is incorporated here, although the exact wording, as I recall it, was 
not discussed with him. We carried out the principles which he ap- 
proved. 

Mr. Aen. It is true, is it not, that all the fish that will be taken 
in the areas covered by this convention will be landed on the Pacific 
coastal States or Alaska, as far as the United States is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Fartey. As a practical answer I am sure that is the case, al- 
though it is conceivable, with the refrigeration process available, they 
might be landed elsewhere. 

Mr. Atien. With respect to the personnel of the Commission it is 
also true that the States and the Territory most interested are repre- 
sented on the Commission directly by their citizens or, I presume, 
through the Pacific Coast Fisheries Compact of the three Pacific 
Coastal States? 

Mr. Fartey. And also in the advisory committee they are specifi- 
cally represented both by geographical areas and by areas of interest 
in the fisheries. 

Mr. Aten. Now, with respect to this paragraph (b) in section 13 
I would like to have your opinion on this: I think it is fair to state 
that the position taken, represented by this language, is based on appre- 
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hensions gained from experience in the past that gave reasonable 
grounds for the apprehension. 

Mr. Fartey. I think that isa very fair statement, sit 

Mr. a N. One question comes to my mind, and I suppose I 
should ask it, because somebody will probably a isk it when this gets to 
the floor. What is this going to cost us ? 

Mr. Farey. I do not know, sir. The initial budget contemplated 
for the Commission as a whole, the International Commission, was 
only $33,000 this year. At present there is no research program de- 
cided upon. 

The Commission meets this fall, the last week in October, in either 
Vancouver, British Columbia, or Victoria, British Columbia, and the 
research committee meets just prior to that. It will come up with a 
recommendation to the Commission. At that time the full Commis- 
sion will adopt some sort of a program and recommend to the three 
countries involved certain research activities. So until that is done 
there is no basis for making a guess as to what the research program 
should be. 

Mr. Totierson. Thare will be subject requests for appropriations 
as the Commission decides upon particular research programs? 

Mr. Fartry. Some time after next January we hope that we will 
come before the committee and present a program of research for 
budget purposes. 

Mr. Totierson. These other fisheries commissions have not been 
tremendously expensive, have they ? 

Mr. Fartey. In my judgment, for the good accomplished, no, they 
have not been expensive agencies. I would be glad to furnish a break- 
down of what has gone into them. I do not have it with me. 

Mr. Totuierson. If we might have for the record the appropriation 
requests for the other commissions just for the last fiscal year it might 
give us an idea. 

(The information is as follows:) 


Total United 












ar Stat 
Cx i appro Bas wr sharing ¢ ts 
priation 
054 
International Facific Salmon 279. 000 139.500 | Equal ires, United States and Canada, including 
Fisherie research 

International Pacifie Halibut 99. 500 49. 750 Do 

Inter-American Tropical Tuna 115, 995 115,445 | Ratio of utilization of the tuna fisheries by each of 3 
overnments, which results United States ap- 
proximately 99.8 percent 

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries 33, 686 3.000 | Administrative costs are shared by 10 governments 
on basis of formula which reflects degree of interest 
in various fisheries (United States share about 
¥ perce it 

International North Pacific 33, 00 11,000 | Administrative costs are shared equally by 3 gov- 
ernments (United States share 3344 percent) .? 

International Whaling 7,140 120 Administrative oc sts are st ared equally by 17 gov- 
ernments (United States share about 6 percent) .? 

Since the conventions require that costs be shared equally a reduction in appropriation by 1 government 
automatically reduces to that figure the amount which the Commission can spend from the other governs 


ment’s appropriation f as 
2 Scientific research is carried on by the individual governments and the United States appropriation for 
this purpose is in the Department of the Interior appropriation 


Mr. Totterson. Are there any other questions of Mr. Farley? 
Mr. Bonner. You named the members of the Commission. Was 
there a member from Alaska? 
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Mr. Fariry. Governor Heintzleman is at present representing 
Alaska. 

Mr. Bonner. There are two proposed amendments by the State 
Department. What are your views on those ? y 

Mr. Fartey. The two I have in mind were just minor corrections, 
which meant nothing fundamental. 

Mr. Bonner. I do not know whether they are fundamental. I just 
asked you. 

Mr. Farry. They clarified the purpose of the legislation. 

Mr. Bonner. I just wanted to get your view. One of them, on page 
3, section 5, says “appointed from private life.” 

You are on the Commission ? 

Mr. Fartry. I think they just took out my own particular spot from 
the exemption. 

Mr. Bonner. That is what I thought. 

Mr. Farury. There is no objection to that. 

Mr. Bonner. You are on the Commission ? 

Mr. Farry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. You are the director. Would you be considered a 
citizen from private life ? 

Mr. Farry. No, sir; I would be there in an official capacity. 

Mr. Bonner. Actually, you are off the list. I am just asking: Does 
it or does it not do that ? 

Mr. Fartey. I do not think it in any way affects my position except 
to remove the limitation imposed by some of the others. It is my 
understanding that the appointment of ‘either the Director of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service or somebody in his place would continue just as 
it is now. 

Mr. Bonner. So you approve the other two ? 

Mr. Fartey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Totierson. If there are no further questions, we thank you, 
Mr. Farley. 

Mr. Fartey. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Totierson. Mr. Brooding, did you wish to testify ? 


STATEMENT OF MILTON E. BROODING, CALIFORNIA PACKING CORP., 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 


Mr. Brooptna. Mr. Tollefson, I did not come here to testify. I 
just got here this morning from the west coast. 

I would like to say, however, that this legislation which is being 
proposed is in the line of culminating an effort which has been going 
on on the west coast for 8 or 10 years, to bring about a situation where 
we can have an agreement and an understanding and working relation- 
ship among this country, Canada and Japan in handling the fisheries 
of the North Pacific. 

I am hopeful that this legislation will pass the Congress this session. 
That is the wish of the four commissioners who are called upon to meet 
in Victoria next October with the commissioners from Canada and 
Japan. We feel that with this legislation on the books we will be in 
a much better position to meet with the representatives of these other 
governments, at which time we will be called upon to make some very 
definite decisions about what action is to be taken with respect to the 


fish in the North Pacific. 
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Mr. Totterson. I do not recall whether the other witnesses have 
testified on this or not. What has Canada or Japan done in the way 
of legislation to impleme nt the tre aty ¢ 

Mr. Brooprne. I think I would have to defer that question to Mr, 
Looney of the State Department. Iam not familiar with that. 

Mr. Looney. Sir, Canada passed a bill or passed an act upwards of 
a year ago implementing the convention. I am not informed as to 
what the Japanese have done. I do not know whether the \ have passed 
the bill or not, We do know. however, they are re Lis a71ous ly following 
the terms of this convention. 

Mr. Totterson. Thank you. Isthat all, Mr. Brooding? 

Mr. Auten. I would like to have your opinion, Mr. Brooding, par- 
ticularly in view of the fact that you have known the fisheries business 
cf the west Coast for several years and are now a member of the Com- 
mission, as to whether this section (b) on page 10 with regard to the 
expenditure of funds should be retained or deleted. 

Mr. Brooptnc. That has been discussed rather thoroughly with 
representatives of the fishing industry on the coast. It has been dis- 
cussed by the commissions themselves. It is the un: . mous s—ne 
of all that is quite advisable to leave the control of funds as it 1s 
expre ‘ssed in the prese nt bill. 

The four commissioners representing this Government will be called 
upon to make a decision as to what should be done in the way of 
research to implement the treaty. It was thought that if they were 
making these recommendations that this wording would fall right in 
line with that responsibility. 

Mr. Auuen. I would suggest that you identify yourself for the 
purpose of the record. 

Mr. Broopinc. My name is Milton E. Brooding, California Packing 
Corporation, San Francisco. 

Mr. Totierson. Thank you, Mr. Brooding. 

Mr. Chapman, would you care to testify on this legislation? 


STATEMENT OF W. M. CHAPMAN, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, AMERI- 
CAN TUNABOAT ASSOCIATION, SAN DIEGO, CALIF. 


Mr. Cuapman. For just a few minutes. 

My name is W. M. Chapman. I am director of research for the 
American Tunaboat Association of San Diego, Calif., here represent- 
ing the tuna industry rather broadly on this bill. 

We are not immediately affected by this convention or by the legis- 
lation. We have worked with the salmon and halibut people energeti- 
cally over the past 7 or 8 years to draft and prepare for this treaty 
and the legislation. 

We are wholeheartedly in favor of the present bill and hope that 
it will be reported out promptly and passed by this Congress so that 
the Commission can undertake its activities with the full support of 
the United States, fully implemented, to take its part under the Treaty. 

We are much in favor of the purpose of the convention, which is 
generally to conserve the fish supplies of the several fisheries of the 
North Pacific Ocean, totally. I say we in the tuna business are not 
immediately affected by the bill, because we do not have a conservation 
problem at the present time. We are expanding, however, and we 
may come within the purview of this convention at a later time. 
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I should like to make the point that all the people in the fishing 
industry on the coast are very actively interested in conservation 
measures. We wish to have every possi! le mechanism established for 
the prevention ot overfishing that can be done, for the very practical 
reason that we are the first people to get stuck. Westart losing money 
when the fish stocks fall off. We want to keep the fish stocks we oper- 
ate on at their point of maximum sustained yield in perpetuity so 
that we will have raw material on which to operate. 

We are particularly interested in having the diplomatic difficulties 
in the North Pacific which have occurred over a period of 50 or 60 
years, among Japan and Canada and the United States, in this area 
resolved so that we can peacefully operate with other people in Japan 
and Canada. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. ‘Totterson. Mr, Chapman, just for the record you were for a 
time connected with the State Department, were you not ¢ 

Mr. CuapMan. I wrote several of the preliminary drafts of this. 
The answer to that question is“ Yes”. I worked for 3 years intensively 
on the drafting of this Treaty and legislation with the industry, with 
the Department of Interior, and other branches of the Department 
of State. 

Mr. Totitrrson. What was your position in the State Department 
when you were there / 

Mr. CuapMan. I was Special Assistant for Fisheries and Wildlife 
to the Undersecretary of State. 

I might say that before that time I have been interested profession- 
ally in fisheries research since 1930 on the west coast and was a com- 
mercial fisherman before that time. 

Mr. Toitierson. You have some information, then, in connection 
with other international fisheries commissions ¢ 

Mr. Cuapman. Yes, sir. I worked for the Halibut Commission 
when I was a young fellow. I was chairman of the United States 
Delegation in the negotiations on the Northwest Atlantic Conserva- 
tion Treaty, the Conservation Treaty with Mexico on the fishes of 
the west coast, and the negotiations with Costa Rica on the treaty 
establishing the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission. 

Mr. Totiterson. You would, on the basis of your experience, say 
this was worthwhile? 

Mr. CuarmMan. It is a very worthwhile measure, sir, and we hope 
that it will be pushed along just as rapidly as convenient. 

The question has been raised: Will this work? Our experience 
with these commissions is very favorable. Now it is a record. We 
started in 1924 with the Halibut Commission. We had experience 
prior to that in 1911 with the fur seal convention. 

One convention that has not been mentioned here today is the 
whaling convention, where 22 countries there engaged in preventing 
the overwhaling of resources totally. 

The question is raised here: What is the relationship of Russia to 
this treaty? I think it should be in fairness mentioned that Russia 
is a participant in the whaling convention and there has worked 
wholeheartedly with the other nations. They consider that to be a 
technical and not a political problem. Their cooperation has been 
perfectly satisfactory there. 
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There is just one other thing about the budget. You asked about the 
budget. What has been asked here for this Commission in its first 
year is a very nominal sum. I should like to call to your commit- 
tee’s attention the fact that approximately half of the fish caught in 
the world by volume and by value are caught in the area of this con- 
vention, in the convention area by the three countries; so there are 
enormous fisheries involved and one by one—in 10 or 20 or 30 or 40 
or 50 years—as the fish industry grows and we take more and more 
food from the seas more and more of these great fisheries will come 
within the purview of this Commission. So do not think that $33,000 
a year is going to carry this thing in perpetuity. This is long-range 
planning for conservation for the whole North Pacific area for our 
lifetime and others. 

Mr. Totterson. Any questions? 

Mr. Bonner. You say half of the fish of the world are caught in 
this area ? 

Mr. Cuapman. Yes. Japan by itself catches in the neighborhood 
of one-third of all the fish caught in the world. 

Mr. To.tuerson. Mr. Mumma? 

Mr. Mumma. I would like to ask you one question off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Totterson. Mr. Magnuson ? 

Mr. Maenvson. Dr. Chapman, were you also formerly connected 
with the University of Washington? 

Mr. Cuapman. I was director of the school of fisheries of the Uni- 
versity of Washington. 

Mr. Magnuson. As a matter of fact you and I were neighbors? 

Mr. Cuarman. Yes, sir. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Maenvuson. I wanted you to touch on a point that Mr. Bonner 
raised, about contracting research with universities. He seemed to 
be somewhat skeptical of the value of that. 

Mr. Bonner. No, I was not skeptical. I just wanted to find out 
what was done. 

Mr. Cuarman. We in the industry have found that for survival we 
do it with our own money. We think the Government can do it with 
value, too. There isa great deal of value in having independent minds 
there working to bring about research. That is a sort of competition, 
and it is just as valuable as competition in private industry, we have 
found. A little bit of overlapping will sometimes produce much better 
work, cause it stimulates people who have a concession on that research 
work to work a little bit harder for fear somebody else will find out the 
facts quicker. 

We have found particularly with the universities on the west coast 
and also the independent research academies, like the California Acad- 
emy of Sciences, that grants-in-aid to them help to train students who 
can come into the research field a little later and at the same time helps 
produce information in fields of research which the other agencies— 
either State, international or Federal—are not able by reason of funds 
and other causes to investigate. It is very useful and very valuable. 
We use the University of California or Washington or U. C. L. A. as 
well for work of that type. 
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Mr. Toxierson. If there are no further questions we thank you, 
Dr. Chapman. I believe that is all the witnesses who are here this 
morning. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman, let me ask you one question. Did I 
understand Mr. Farley to testify about the other amendments that 
he disagreed with the amendments proposed in section 12? 

Mr. 'Totierson. That was my understanding. 

Mr. Bonner. That is all. 1 just wanted to know whether he dis- 
agreed with him. 

Mr. Totuerson. He said he would like to have them remain as is. 

Mr. Bonner. That is right. He disagreed with the proposed 
amendment. 

Mr. Totierson. That is right. 

Mr. Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Looney. Mr. Chairman, may I say there were two amendments 
proposed. Mr. Farley, does your statement go to the clarifying 
amendment on section 7 ? 

Mr. Fartey. No objection to that. 

Mr. Bonner. I am talking about section 12. 

Mr. Fartey. There is no objection to the changing of “or” to “nor.” 

Mr. Bonner. I just wanted to get that straight. 

Mr. Totiterson. Mr. Bonner, there were two amendments to section 
12. One was a correcting amendment, to which Mr. Farley has no 
objection. The other had to do with the Alaska situation, and he ob- 
jects to that. 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. That is what I wanted. 

Mr. Totierson. That concludes our hearing for today on H. R. 
9786. 

We have two other matters I would like to take up with the com- 
mittee in executive session. 

(Thereupon, at 11:48 a. m., Tuesday, July 13, 1954, an adjourn- 
ment was taken to meet at the call of the chairman.) 





APPENDIX 


NATIONAL CANNEKS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 6, D. C., July 9, 1954. 
Hon. THor C. TOLLEFSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. To_titerson: The National Canners Association includes in its 
membership approximately 95 percent by number and by volume of production 
of all canners of fishery products in the United States, its Territories and pos- 
sessions. Our fish canner-members, particularly those located in the Pacific 
Coast States, Alaska, and Hawaii, are very much interested in and strongly 
supported the negotiation of the International Convention for the High Seas 
Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean signed at Tokyo, May 9, 1952. This treaty is 
of vital importance to these members. 

We respectfully urge your committee to consider favorably H. R. 9786, a bill 
to give effect to the above-mentioned treaty, and to report it out without amend- 
ment in time for the Congress to act favorably on the measure during this 
session. 

We would appreciate your making this letter a part of the record of the 
hearings on H. R. 9786. 

Yours sincerely, 
Ropert B. HEINEY, 
issistant to the Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 30, 1954. 
Hon. ALVIN F,. WEICHEL, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. WEICHEL: The combined report of this Department on H. R. 
9786 and H. R. 9787, bills to give effect to the International Convention for the 
High Seas Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean, signed at Tokyo, May 9, 1952, 
and for other purposes, was transmitted to your committee on July 12. In view 
of information that your committee desired an immediate statement of the view 
of this Department, the report was submitted without clearance through the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Subsequent to the transmission of the combined report on H. R. 9786 and H. 
R. 9787, we have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that “while there is 
no objection to the submission of your report, the Bureau of the Budget recom- 
mends the deletion of section 13 (b) in order to assure a maximum flexibility 
with respect to appropriation of funds to carry out the purposes of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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